Supplementary information

In this supplementary information we provide proofs for some technical statements that are used in the
main document.

8 General facts about the fidelity
The following lemma states a standard concavity property of the fidelity which is presented here for
completeness and since we are interested in the case where equality holds.
Lemma 8.1. For any density operators p, p', o, and o', and for any p € [0,1] we have

F(pp+ (1 =p)p',po + (1 —p)a’) > pF(p,0) + (1 =p)F(p',0") , (S.1)
with equality if both of p and o are orthogonal to both of p' and o’.

Proof. Note first that for any two normalized and mutually orthogonal vectors |0) and |1) in an ancilla
space, we have

F(pp+(1—p)p',po+(1—p)o’) = F(pp@|0)X0|+(1—p)p' @[1)1],pe@|0)0] + (1 — p)o’®[1)1]) , (S.2)

because of the monotonicity of the fidelity under the partial trace. Furthermore, if both of p and o
are orthogonal to both of p’ and ¢’ then there exists a trace-preserving completely positive map that
generates the corresponding state |0) or |1) of the ancilla system. This implies that, in this case, the
inequality also holds in the other direction. It therefore suffices to prove (S.1) with p and o replaced by
p ®10)X0| and o ® |0)0], and with p’ and ¢’ replaced by p’ ® [1)1] and ¢’ ® |1)(1], respectively. In other
words, it remains to show that, for the case where p and o are orthogonal to p’ and ¢/, (S.1) holds with
equality, i.e.,

F(p,o) = pF(p,0) + (1 —=p)F(p',0") , (S3)

where g =pp+ (1 —p)p’ and 6 = po + (1 — p)o’.
For this, let |¢), |¢'), |[¢), and |[¢') be purifications of p, p’, o, and o', respectively, such that
F(p,0) = (p|) and F(p',0") = (¢'|¢'). Tt is easy to verify that

[6) = vplo) ®10) + 1 —pld') @ 1) and  [¢) = \/plv) @10) + /1 - pld’) @ [1) (S4)

are purifications of p and of &, respectively. Hence,

PF(p,0) + (1 —p)F(p',0") = p(dlv) + (1 = p)(¢'[V') = (dl¥)) < F(p,5) , (S.5)

which proves one direction of (S.3).

To prove the other direction, let 7w be the projector onto the joint support of p and o, i.e., mp = p
and mo = o. Similarly, let 7’ be the projector onto the joint support of p’ and o', i.e,. ©’p’ = p’ and
m'o’ = o’. By the condition that p and o are orthogonal to p’ and ¢’, the two projectors must be
orthogonal, i.e., 7’ = 0. Furthermore, let |¢) be a purification of p and let |1)) be a purification of &
such that F(p,&) = (¢|¢). Because

pp=mpr and (1-p)p =='pn’ (S.6)

7|¢) and 7’|$) are purifications of pp and (1 — p)p’, respectively. Similarly, 7|¢)) and 7’[+)) are purifica-
tions of po and (1 — p)o’, respectively. Hence, we have

F(p,5) = (oY) = (¢|m|h) + (|'|vh) < F(pp,po) + F((1 —p)p, (1 —p)o’)
=pF(p,0)+ (1 —=p)F(p',0") . (S.7)

This proves the other direction of (S.3) and thus concludes the proof. O



The following lemma generalizes the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality which has been proven for states
to non-negative operators. The result is standard and stated here for completeness.

Lemma 8.2. For any two non-negative operators p and o with tr(p) > tr(o), the trace norm of their
difference is bounded from above by

lp—oll, < 2/ex(p)? = F(p,0)? . (S.8)

Proof. Let w be a non-negative operator with tr(w) = tr(p) — tr(c), whose support is orthogonal to the
support of both p and o, and define 0’ = ¢ + w. Then tr(p) = tr(c’) and

lo—ol,=lo—ol, and  F(p.o)=Flp.0). (5.9)

It therefore suffices to show that the claim holds for operators with tr(p) = tr(c) = ¢ € RT. Furthermore
for ¢ > 0, defining p = p/c and & = o/c and noting that

lo—ol, =cllo—al, and  F(p,0)=cF(p,5) (S.10)

it suffices to verify that the claim holds for tr(p) = tr(c) = 1 which follows by the Fuchs-van de Graaf
inequality [FvdG99]. O

9 General facts about the measured relative entropy

Definition 9.1. The measured relative entropy between density operators p and o is defined as the
supremum of the relative entropy with measured inputs over all POVMs M = {M,}, i.e.,

Dus(pllo) = sup{ D(M(p)|M(0)) : M(p) = 3 tr(pM, )| with S M, =id},  (S.11)

where {|x)} is a finite set of orthonormal vectors.

This quantity was studied in [HP91, Hay01] where it was shown that & Dy (p®"[c®™) converges to
the relative entropy D(pl|lo) := tr(p(log p — logo)).

Lemma 9.2. Let p, p', o, and o’ be density operators such that both p and o are orthogonal to both p’
and o’. For any p € [0,1] we have

D(pp+ (1 =p)p' |po + (1 =p)a’) = pD(pllo) + (1 =p)D(p'[lo") . (S.12)

Proof. By the orthogonality of p and p’ (respectively o and ¢’) we have
log(pp + (1 = p)p') = log(pp) +log((1 —p)p’) = log(p) +log(1 — p) + log(p) + log(p") (S.13)
and plog p’ = 0. Thus by definition of the relative entropy we obtain the desired statement. O

Lemma 9.3. Let p, p', o, and o’ be density operators such that both p and o are orthogonal to both p’
and o'. For any p € [0,1] we have

Dyi(pp+ (1 —p)plpo + (1 = p)o’) = pDu(pllo) + (1 — p)Du(p’|lo”) . (S.14)

Proof. Let M = {M,}, M" = {M,} be measurements and define the POVM on A whose elements are
given by { M}, U{M,},. Then we can write

Npp+ 1 =p)p) =p)_tr(Mup)lz)a| + (1= p) Y _ te(Mp")|y)yl - (S.15)



As a result using Lemma 9.2,
Dus(pp+ (1= )¢/ | po + (1= p)a’) = D(N (pp+ (1 =)o) [ N (po + (1 = p)or) )

= pD (Y tr(Maplaal| 3 tr(Mao)le)el) + (1 = p)D (D (M )yl | S (M) )Xol )

(S.16)

As this inequality is valid for any measurements M and M’, taking the supremum over such measure-
ments gives

Dui(pp + (1= p)p' | po + (1 = p)o’) = pDu(pllo) + (1 — p) Du(p' o) - (S.17)

For the other direction, consider a measurement M = {M,}. We can write
Moo +(1=9)7) = S purepleel + (1 p) Ol ($.18)
Combining this with the joint convexity of the relative entropy [NC00, Theorem 11.12], we get
Du(pp+ (1= p)p | po + (1 = p)o’) = D(M(pp+ (1= p)p) [ M(po + (1= p)))

<pD(Ztr 20)|x) J:|HZtr (M. 0')|1‘><1‘|) (Ztr 0| ) x|HZtr (M,o')|x) x|>

< pDu(pllo) + (1 = p)Du(p'llo”) - (S.19)
O

Lemma 9.4. For density operators p, o, and o' and p € [0,1] the measured relative entropy satisfies
Du(pllpo + (1 = p)o’) < p Du(pllo) + (1 —p) Du(plo’) . (5.20)

Proof. For any measurement M,

D(M(p)[[M(po + (1 = p)a’)) = D(M(p)| p M(0) + (1 — p)M(c"))
< pD(M(p)|M(0)) + (1 —p) D(M(p)|M(c"))
< pDu(pllo) + (1 — p)Du(plo’) , (S.21)

where the first inequality step uses the convexity of the relative entropy [NC00, Theorem 11.12]. Taking
the supremum over M, we get the desired result. O

10 Basic topological facts

For completeness we state here some standard topological facts about density operators and trace-
preserving completely positive maps.

Lemma 10.1. Let o € RT. The space of non-negative operators on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space
E with trace smaller or equal to « (respectively equal to o) is compact.

Proof. Let D'(E) := {p € Pos(E) : tr(p) < «a} denote the set non-negative operators on E with
trace not larger than one, where Pos(FE) is the set of non-negative operators on E. Consider the ball
B:={e€ E: |le|| < a} which is compact. The function B 3 e+ f(e) = eel € D’(E) is continuous and
thus the set f(B) = {eef : e € E,|e| < a} is compact, as continuous functions map compact sets to
compact sets. By the spectral theorem it follows that D'(E) = conv f(B). As the convex hull of every
compact set is compact this proves the assertion. The same argumentation (by replacing the inequalities
with equalities) proves that the set of non-negative operators on E with trace « is compact. O



Lemma 10.2. Let E, G be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces and let og € Pos(G). The space of non-
negative operators on E ® G with a marginal on G smaller or equal to oG (respectively equal to o) is
compact.

Proof. Let og € Pos(G). By Lemma 10.1, the set of non-negative operators on £ ® G with trace not
larger than v € RT is compact. The set {X € E® G : trg(X) < pe} is closed. The intersection of
a compact set and a closed set is compact which implies that {X € Pos(E ® G) : trg(X) < pg} is
compact. Since the set {X € FE® G : trg(X) = pg} is closed the same argumentation shows that
{X €Pos(E®QG) : trg(X) = pg} is compact. O

Remark 10.3. Let E and G be two finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. The space of trace-non-increasing
(respectively trace-preserving) completely positive maps from E to G is compact. To see this note that
Lemma 10.2 implies that the set F := {X € Pos(E ® G) : trg(X) < idg} is compact. By the Choi-
Jamiolkowski representation F is however isomorphic to the set of all trace-non-increasing completely
positive maps from E to G. The same argumentation applied to the set F := {X € Pos(E ® G) :
trg(X) = idg} shows that the set of trace-preserving completely positive maps from E to G is compact.

Lemma 10.4. Let G and K be finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces and let opgx € D(E® G ® K). The
mapping TPCP(G,G® K) 3 R~ F(ogck,Re—ckx(0rcKk)) € [0,1] is continuous.

Proof. This follows directly from the continuity of R — Re— ek (0rg) and the continuity of the fidelity
(see, e.g., Lemma B.9 of [FR14]). O

Lemma 10.5. Let E, G, and K be separable Hilbert spaces and R € TPCP(G, K). Then the mapping
DIE®RG)> X —TIr®Raoi(Xee) € D(E® K) is continuous.

Proof. As the map is linear it suffices to show that it is bounded. For that we can decompose X = P—N
with P and N orthogonal non-negative operators. Then we have

175 ® Re—r(X)lh < 1Ze © Ra-k (P + 128 @ Ro-x (N) |1 = tr(P) + tr(N) = [ X[l . (S.22)

O

11 Touching sets lemma

We prove here a basic fact that is used in the proof of Theorem 2.1.

Lemma 11.1. Let Ky and Ky be two sets such that Ko UKy = [0,1] and 0 € Ky, 1 € Ky. Then for
any § > 0 there exists u € Ky and v € Ky such that 0 < v —u < 4.

Proof. We define y := inf K7 and distinguish between the two cases u € Ky and p ¢ K.

If u € Ky, it suffices to show that for any § > 0 we have [, u+ 6] N Ky # (), since by choosing v = u
this implies that u € K and that there exists a v € [u, u + 6] such that v € K;. By contradiction, we
assume that [p, p+ 8] N K7 = (. This implies that either inf K; < g or inf K7 > p+ 4§, which contradicts
= inf Kj.

If u € Ko it suffices to show that for any 6 > 0 we have [pu — §,u] N Ko # 0, since by choosing
v = p this ensures that v € K; and that there exists a v € [p — 6, u] such that u € K. Assume by
contradiction that [p — 6, u] N Ko = @, which implies that [ — d, 4] C K;. This however contradicts
= inf K.

O



12 Properties of projected states

We first prove variant of the gentle measurement lemma [Win99], which is used repeatedly in the proof
of Theorem 2.1.

Lemma 12.1. Let E and G be separable Hilbert spaces and let Ilg be a finite-rank projector on G. For
any non-negative operator cpc on E ® G we have

i II i 1T
r <0EG’ (idg ® Hg)ope(idg @ g

) 2
tr((idg ® lg)opa) ) > tr(llgor) (S.23)

and
F(oge, (idp ® Ug)opa(idp @ Ilg)) > tr(llgope) - (S.24)

Proof. Let |¢) be a purification of ogg then by Uhlmann’s theorem [Uhl76] we find

(idp & Ne)ope(ide 9Te) | (@Ielh)® o
F(GEG, ((idp @ g)o50) ) > o ((ds @ la)ong) tr(lgopa) (S.25)
and
F(ope, (idp ® g)ope(idp @ HG))2 > ((Yg))? = tr(lgopg)? . (S.26)
O

We next prove a basic statement about converging projectors that is used several times in the proof
of Theorem 2.1.

Lemma 12.2. Let E be a separable Hilbert space and let {11 }eer be a sequence of finite-rank projectors
on E which converges to idg with respect to the weak operator topology. Then for any density operator
og on E we have lim,_, o tr(Il%0og) = tr(og).

Proof. By assumption the Hilbert space E is separable which implies that any state op can be written
as op = y_,pi|ri{x;|, where p; > 0, > .p; = 1 and {|z;)}; is an orthonormal basis on E. As the
sequence {II% }een weakly converges to idg, we find

e—o0

] e — | . . e ) — A . e ) — . N ) —
lim tr(Il%og) = elggo sz<$z|HE|$z> sz eli>r£10<mZ|HE\xl> Zpl(xlth\xZ} tr(og) , (5.27)

7

for all e € N. O

where the second step uses dominated convergence that is applicable since |(z;|II%|x;)| < [(z;|idg|z;)]

Let E and G be separable Hilbert spaces and let S denote the set of bipartite density operators on
E ® G with a fixed marginal o¢ on G. Let {II% }een be a sequence of projectors with rank e that weakly
converge to idg and S¢ be the set of bipartite states on £ ® G whose marginal on E is contained in the
support of II%, and whose marginal on G is identical to o¢.

Lemma 12.3. For every opg € S there exists a sequence {0 }een With 0%, € 8¢ that converges to
opa with respect to the trace norm.

Proof. For opg € S, let

(II%, ® idg)ope(1l ®idg)
tr((H% ® idg)O'Eg)




which has the desired support on E, however, 6¢ # o¢ in general. This is fixed by considering
056 = tr((Ily ®idg)ope)ohe + [0X0|s ® trp (1% ® ide)ope(ly ®idg)),, » (S.29)
where |0) g is a normalized state on E. Since the partial trace on F is cyclic on E we obtain

oG = trp(0ge) = tre((1f © ide)ope (g @ idg)) + tre (I ® idg)ope(ll ® idg))
= tI‘E((HeE X idg)(ng) + tI‘E((HeEJ' ® idg)O'Eg) = tI‘E(O'EG) =0q . (830)
By the multiplicativity of the trace norm under tensor products and since || Al|; = tr(V At A), the triangle
inequality implies that
165e — ohall; <1—tr((If ®ide)ope) + ||tre ((IF ®@ide)ope (G ®ida))],
=1—tr((I§ ®ide)ope) + (1% ®@ide)ore) = 2(1 — tr(TGoE)) . (S.31)
Lemma 12.2 now implies that lim._,o tr(IIor) = 1. We note that the sequence {65, }een converges

to ogg in the trace norm since by the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality [FvdG99], Lemma 12.1 and
Lemma 12.2

Plggo lora — 0%l < elgrolo 2\/1 — F(opg,050)? < elglgo 2y/1 —tr(IIor) =0. (5.32)

Combining this with (S.31) and the triangle inequality proves that {c%}een converges to ope in the
trace norm. O

13 The transpose map is not square-root optimal

As discussed in Section 7 (see main document), for pure states papc it is known [BK02] that

F(A;C|B), < \/F(pABCa Ts-pc(pas)) (S.33)

holds for Tp_, pc the transpose map. In this appendix we show that (S.33) does not hold for all mixed
states. Let dim A = dim B = dim C = 2 and consider the state

1 1 .
pagc = 5|0)0]4 ® [0)X0[5 ® [0X0lc + £ |1)X1]4 ®idpc - (S.34)
The transpose map satisfies
5 1 1 1
T 50(10X0]5) = £100K00|5c + [01)01se and  Th—pe([1)1]) = 5110X10]sc + 5[11)11|sc -
(S.35)

If we consider a recovery map Rp_,gc that is defined by

Rp-pc(|0X0[5) = [00X00[pc  and  Rp-pc([1X1s) = 5 (101X01|zc + [10X10[zc + [11)X11[z0)

(S.36)

W =

we find F(papc, Re—pc(pap)) > 0.9829 and /F(papc, Te—pc(pap)) < 0.9696, which shows that
(S.33) cannot hold since F(pABC,RBHBC(pAB)) < F(A;C|B),.

This does not show that one cannot prove a non-trivial guarantee on the performance of the transpose
map relative to the optimal recovery map, but it suggests that such a guarantee would have to be worse
than the square root (and actually worse that the fourth root as well using another example), or
perhaps it is more naturally expressed using a different distance measure (using similar examples, the
trace distance does not seem to be a good candidate, either). We further note that this example does
not show that Equation (1.2) is wrong for the transpose map.
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